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Introduction
4
The Institute of Service Excellence at Singapore Management University (ISES) was appointed by the Singapore 
Workforce Development Agency (WDA) to implement and maintain an annual benchmark for the services sector 
in Singapore. 
The Customer Satisfaction Index of Singapore (CSISG) was first launched in April 2008 based on data collected 
from a nationwide survey conducted in 2007. The CSISG is modeled after the American Customer Satisfaction 
Index (ACSI) developed by the University of Michigan in 1994.
In this second year, CSISG 2008 produced satisfaction indices for 88 companies from 35 sub-sectors, cutting 
across 8 services sectors, namely Education, Finance & Insurance (“Finance”), Food & Beverage (“F&B”), 
Healthcare, Info-communications (“Infocomm”), Retail, Transportation & Logistics (“T&L”), and Tourism, Hotels 
& Accommodation Services (“THAS”).
The results of CSISG 2008 were derived from survey data gathered between 2 November 2008 and 31 January 
2009 in a door-to-door survey.
In this door-to-door survey, respondents from 15,328 households in Singapore filled out 27,698 questionnaires. 
Using the same questionnaire, a separate survey at Changi Airport consisting of 4,008 tourists departing 
Singapore was conducted between 20 November 2008 and 6 January 2009.
The resultant dataset of respondents closely matches the resident Singapore population on all relevant 
socioeconomic and demographic dimensions. Similarly, the distribution of tourist respondents closely matches 
the 2007 Singapore tourist countries of residence for tourist arrivals. With the survey data, the CSISG structural 
model was estimated and the Singapore satisfaction score generated.
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CSISG 2008 Sector Results
Between CSISG 2007 and CSISG 2008, all eight 
economic sectors of Singapore covered experienced 
dips in their satisfaction scores. These include sectors 
like THAS (-2.4), F&B (-2.3) and Finance (-1.4).  
In 2008, three of the eight measured sectors 
performed significantly above the national average (as 
highlighted in green). They are Education (69.8), T&L 
(68.7), and THAS (68.6). Sectors highlighted in red 
performed significantly below the national average. 
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Education 69.8 ± 0.4
Transportation & Logistics (“T&L”) 68.7 ± 0.3
Tourism, Hotels & Accommodation Services (“THAS”) 68.6 ± 0.4
Retail 68.1 ± 0.3
National Average 67.8 ± 0.1
Healthcare 67.6 ± 0.4
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Finance & Insurance (“Finance”) 67.0 ± 0.4
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Performance of universities in your sub-sector
7
For universities in your sub-sector,
• Average customer satisfaction = 68.7 ± 0.68
• Average customer loyalty = 75.0 ± 0.86 
• Average complaint rate = 1.66% ± 0.66%
CSISG scores each dimension on a scale of 0 to 100, with higher scores 
representing better performance.
The confidence bands reported are at the 90% level of significance.
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Satisfaction at the sub-sector level
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Explanatory Note: 
• At 90% confidence interval, sub-sectors that had performed significantly higher than the national average were represented 
by green dots. Red dots denotes sub-sectors that had performed significantly lower than national average. 
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9No. Sub-sector Satisfaction 
Index
1 Airlines 71.9
2 Hotels 71.4
3 Attractions 71.0
4 Commercial Schools 71.0
5 Motor Vehicles 70.1
6 Polytechnics 69.9
7 Private Hospitals 69.9
8 Universities 68.7
9 Petrol Stations 68.5
10 Restructured Hospitals 68.4
11 Bars & Pubs 68.4
12 Clocks & Watches 68.3
13 Jewellery Stores 68.2
14 General Practitioners 67.9
15 MRT/LRT 67.8
16 Commercial Banks 67.6
17 Mobile Telecommunications 67.5
No. Sub-sector Satisfaction 
Index
18 Restaurants 67.4
19 Fashion Apparels 67.3
20 Courier & Postal Services 66.9
21 Water Transport 66.8
22 Motor or Other Personal Insurance 66.7
23 Departmental Stores 66.3
24 Life Insurance 65.7
25 Internet Service Providers 65.7
26 Other Healthcare 65.4
27 Polyclinics 65.4
28 Taxi Services 64.7
29 Travel Agencies, Tour Operators & Ticketing Agencies (“Travel Agencies et al”) 64.7
30 Fast Food Restaurants 64.4
31 Furniture Stores 64.3
32 Public Buses 64.0
33 Budget Airlines 63.6
34 Supermarkets 63.3
35 Cafes, Coffee Houses & Snack Bars(“Cafes et al”) 62.7
CSISG 2008 sub-sector rankings
Explanatory Note: 
• At 90% confidence interval, sub-sectors that had performed significantly higher than universities sub-sector average were 
highlighted in green. Those in red denote sub-sectors that had performed significantly lower than universities sub-sector 
average. 
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Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
CSISG Structural Model
Q01 Overall
Q02 Customisation
Q03 Reliability
Q04 Overall
Q05 Customisation
Q06 Reliability
Q09 Price / Quality
Q10 Quality / Price
Q11 Overall
Q12 Met Expectations
Q13 Similarity to Ideal
Q14 Complaint Behaviour
Q15 Repurchase Intention
Q16 Price Tolerance
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Satisfaction Scores with 90% Confidence Bands
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Entities Sample 
Size
CSISG 2008
Singapore National Average 31,706 67.8 ± 0.1
Education Sector 2,750 69.8 ± 0.4
Universities Sub-sector 1,000 68.7 ± 0.7 
The Ritz Carlton 164 76.9 ± 1.5
All Commercial Schools 500 71.0 ± 0.9
Singapore Management 
University
250 69.4 ± 1.4
UniSIM 250 69.3 ± 1.5
Nanyang Technological 
University 250 69.2 ± 1.4
National University of 
Singapore 250 67.1 ± 1.3
McDonalds 263 62.9 ± 1.4
Explanatory Note: 
• At 90% confidence interval, entities that had performed significantly higher than SMU were highlighted in green while those 
that had performed significantly lower were highlighted in red.   
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Change in satisfaction between 2008 and 2007
13
Company CSISG 2008 CSISG 2007 Difference
The Ritz Carlton 76.9 NM -
All Commercial Schools 71.0 69.5 1.5
Singapore Management 
University
69.4 72.2 -2.8
UniSIM 69.3 NM -
Nanyang Technological 
University 69.2 70.8 -1.6
National University of 
Singapore 67.1 70.6 -3.5
McDonalds 62.9 69.4 -6.5
NM denotes Not Measured
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CSISG
Customer 
Satisfaction
Score
Overall 
Satisfaction
Rating
Expectancy 
Disconfirmation
Rating
Proximity
to Ideal
Rating
very
dissatisfied
very
satisfied
1 10
falls short
of your
expectations
exceeds
your
expectations
1 10
not very close
to the ideal
very close
to the ideal
1 10
0 100
Considering all 
your experiences, how 
satisfied are you
Considering all the 
expectations discussed, to what 
extent has [COMPANY] met your 
expectations
How well does 
[COMPANY] compare to your 
ideal [COMPANY TYPE]
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Responses to satisfaction questions in the CSISG 2008
15
The customer satisfaction score includes measures of expectancy disconfirmation (“Confirmation to 
Expectations” in above table) and comparison to ideal.
Expectancy disconfirmation is the degree to which the company met the customer’s expectations, and 
comparison to ideal is how similar a company is to the respondent’s imagined ideal company.
Entities
Customer 
Satisfaction 
(CSISG)
Overall
Satisfaction
Confirmation
to Expectations
Comparison
to Ideal
2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%)
Singapore Management University 69.4 7.3 -4.3% 7.2 -2.0% 7.3 -3.0%
UniSIM 69.3 7.2 - 7.2 - 7.3 -
Nanyang Technological University 69.2 7.3 -4.6% 7.2 0.9% 7.3 -0.5%
National University of Singapore 67.1 7.1 -6.0% 6.9 -2.3% 7.1 -3.3%
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Changes in performance between 2007 and 2008
17
NTU
−9 −6 −3 0 3 6 9
−1.88 CustomerLoyalty
−3.13 CustomerComplaints
−1.60 CustomerSatisfaction
−3.24 * PerceivedValue
−3.27 * PerceivedOverall Quality
−1.63 CustomerExpectations
NUS
−9 −6 −3 0 3 6 9
−6.34 * CustomerLoyalty
−6.40 CustomerComplaints
−3.50 * CustomerSatisfaction
−5.13 * PerceivedValue
−4.82 * PerceivedOverall Quality
−5.36 * CustomerExpectations
SMU
−9 −6 −3 0 3 6 9
−1.38 CustomerLoyalty
−1.11 CustomerComplaints
−2.80 * CustomerSatisfaction
−4.86 * PerceivedValue
−1.54 PerceivedOverall Quality
−1.65 CustomerExpectations
Universities
Sub−sector
−9 −6 −3 0 3 6 9
−3.02 * CustomerLoyalty
−4.48 CustomerComplaints
−2.26 * CustomerSatisfaction
−4.22 * PerceivedValue
−2.97 * PerceivedOverall Quality
−2.80 * CustomerExpectations
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Performance across each satisfaction driver between 
2007 and 2008
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Entities
Customer Expectations Perceived Overall Quality Perceived Value
2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%)
Singapore Management University 73.5 -2.2% 72.2 -2.1% 69.5 -6.5%
UniSIM 72.1 - 70.4 - 69.2 -
Nanyang Technological University 73.8 -2.2% 70.4 -4.4% 70.0 -4.4%
National University of Singapore 69.8 -7.1% 67.9 -6.6% 68.4 -7.0%
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Perceived Value vs Satisfaction
19
The scatterplot on the left shows the performance of 
the companies measured in the perceived value-
satisfaction space.
Any competitors or benchmarked companies which 
are significantly different from SMU on the horizontal 
dimension are identified by a green (higher) or red 
(lower) diamond to the right or left of the point. 
Similarly, companies which are significantly different 
along the vertical axis are identified by a green or red 
diamond above or below the point.
Entities
Perceived 
Value CSISG 2008
SG Average 69.7 67.8
Sub-sector 69.4 68.7
The Ritz Carlton 78.1 76.9
All Commercial Schools 70.8 71.0
Singapore Management University 69.5 69.4
UniSIM 69.2 69.3
Nanyang Technological University 70.0 69.2
National University of Singapore 68.4 67.1
McDonalds 67.2 62.9
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CSISG
Customer 
Expectations
Score
Expectations of 
Overall Quality
Rating
Expectations of 
Customisation
Rating
Expectations of 
Reliability
Rating
not very
high
very
high
1 10
not very
well
very
well
1 10
very
often
not very
often
1 10
0 100
How often you 
expect things to 
go wrong
How well you 
expect your personal 
requirements to be 
met
Please think back to before your last 
few visits with [COMPANY] and 
remember your expectations of overall 
quality, specific needs/requirements 
and possible problems about that 
particular [COMPANY TYPE].
Your expectations 
on the overall quality of 
the company
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Customer Expectations
21
The customer expectation score includes measures of expected customisation and expected reliability. 
Expected customisation is a customer’s prediction, based on experiences with your company outside the last 3 
months, of how well his or her personal requirements will be met by your company. Expected reliability is a 
similar prediction by customers of how often they expect things to go wrong with your company.
Note that these are holistic ratings by customers on your company’s ability to meet their requirements and on 
your company’s reliability. An exemplar set of attributes was read out to give the respondent context. The 
attributes read were: lecturers and administrative staff, tutorial rooms, lecture theatres, quality of hostels, 
location and facilities.
Entities
Customer 
Expectations
Overall Expectations Expected Customisation Expected Reliability
2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%)
Singapore Management University 73.5 7.7 -0.3% 7.5 -4.4% 7.7 -1.4%
UniSIM 72.1 7.5 - 7.4 - 7.5 -
Nanyang Technological University 73.8 7.6 -1.3% 7.6 -2.6% 7.7 -1.7%
National University of Singapore 69.8 7.3 -5.0% 7.2 -6.8% 7.3 -6.7%
Friday, December 4, 2009
Expectations vs Satisfaction 
22
The scatterplot on the left shows the performance of 
the companies measured in the expectations-
satisfaction space.
Any competitors or benchmarked companies which 
are significantly different from SMU on the horizontal 
dimension are identified by a green (higher) or red 
(lower) diamond to the right or left of the point. 
Similarly, companies which are significantly different 
along the vertical axis are identified by a green or red 
diamond above or below the point.
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Entities
Customer 
Expectations CSISG 2008
SG Average 71.4 67.8
Sub-sector 72.5 68.7
The Ritz Carlton 79.0 76.9
All Commercial Schools 73.7 71.0
Singapore Management University 73.5 69.4
UniSIM 72.1 69.3
Nanyang Technological University 73.8 69.2
National University of Singapore 69.8 67.1
McDonalds 66.5 62.9
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CSISG
Perceived
Overall Quality
Score
Overall Quality
Rating
Customisation
Rating
Reliability
Rating
not very
high
very
high
1 10
not very
well
very
well
1 10
very
often
not very
often
1 10
0 100
How often 
things went 
wrong
How well your 
personal requirements 
were met
Now, please think about your 
ACTUAL EXPERIENCES with 
[COMPANY] on the quality of the 
PRODUCTS AND SERVICES in the 
last 3 months.
Your assessment of 
the overall quality of the 
company
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Perceived Overall Quality
24
The perceived overall quality score includes measures of perceived customisation and perceived reliability. 
Perceived customisation is a customer’s assessment, based on experiences with your company within the last 
3 months, of how well their personal requirements were met by your company. Perceived reliability is a similar 
assessment by customers of how often they perceived things went wrong with your company.
Note that these are holistic ratings by customers on your company’s ability to meet their requirements and on 
your company’s reliability. An exemplar set of attributes was read out to give the respondent context. The 
attributes read were: lecturers and administrative staff, tutorial rooms, lecture theatres, quality of hostels, 
location and facilities.
Entities
Perceived 
Overall 
Quality
Overall Quality Perceived Customization Perceived Reliability
2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%) 2008 Change (%)
Singapore Management University 72.2 7.5 -1.9% 7.5 -0.6% 7.5 -2.8%
UniSIM 70.4 7.3 - 7.4 - 7.4 -
Nanyang Technological University 70.4 7.4 -4.3% 7.4 -2.8% 7.3 -4.2%
National University of Singapore 67.9 7.1 -6.3% 7.2 -4.5% 7.1 -6.5%
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Perceived Overall Quality vs Satisfaction 
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The scatterplot on the left shows the performance of 
the companies measured in the perceived overall 
quality-satisfaction space.
Any competitors or benchmarked companies which 
are significantly different from SMU on the horizontal 
dimension are identified by a green (higher) or red 
(lower) diamond to the right or left of the point. 
Similarly, companies which are significantly different 
along the vertical axis are identified by a green or red 
diamond above or below the point.
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Entities
Perceived 
Overall 
Quality
CSISG 2008
SG Average 70.4 67.8
Sub-sector 70.2 68.7
The Ritz Carlton 79.0 76.9
All Commercial Schools 73.0 71.0
Singapore Management University 72.2 69.4
UniSIM 70.4 69.3
Nanyang Technological University 70.4 69.2
National University of Singapore 67.9 67.1
McDonalds 67.0 62.9
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Satisfaction vs Customer Loyalty
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The scatterplot on the left shows the performance of 
the companies measured in the satisfaction-loyalty 
space.
Any competitors or benchmarked companies which 
are significantly different from SMU on the horizontal 
dimension are identified by a green (higher) or red 
(lower) diamond to the right or left of the point. 
Similarly, companies which are significantly different 
along the vertical axis are identified by a green or red 
diamond above or below the point.
Entities Loyalty CSISG 2008
SG Average 73.7 67.8
Sub-sector 75.0 68.7
The Ritz Carlton 79.2 76.9
All Commercial Schools 76.0 71.0
Singapore Management University 76.9 69.4
UniSIM 75.7 69.3
Nanyang Technological University 76.7 69.2
National University of Singapore 71.3 67.1
McDonalds 70.4 62.9
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Customer Loyalty - Repurchase Intention
27
Entities
Most Satisfied 25%
of respondents in sample
Least Satisfied 25%
of respondents in sample Difference in 
Repurchase 
Intention Score 
(%)
Repurchase 
Intention 
Score
Average 
satisfaction 
score
Repurchase 
Intention 
Score
Average 
satisfaction 
score
Singapore Management University 8.2 85.0 6.6 53.2 24.2%
UniSIM 8.2 83.8 6.2 51.3 32.3%
Nanyang Technological University 8.2 84.7 6.5 52.1 26.2%
National University of Singapore 8.3 79.8 6.1 51.3 36.1%
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Customer Loyalty - Price Tolerance
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Explanatory Note: 
• Reservation Price:  The degree which a company can raise its price 
before customers who are likely to buy from the company again 
would definitely not choose it. 
• Entry Price:  The degree which a company has to lower its price 
before customers who are unlikely to repurchase from the firm would 
definitely choose to do business with it again.
Entities
Average 
Reservation 
Price
Average
Entry
Price
Singapore Management University 18.3 21.9
UniSIM 19.4 18.1
Nanyang Technological University 18.3 20.6
National University of Singapore 14.5 20.0
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Customer Satisfaction - Willingness to recommend
29
Entities
Most Satisfied 25%
of respondents in sample
Least Satisfied 25%
of respondents in sample Difference in 
willingness to 
recommend
(%)
Willingness 
to 
recommend
Average 
satisfaction 
score
Willingness 
to 
recommend
Average 
satisfaction 
score
Singapore Management University 7.9 85.0 6.6 53.2 19.7%
UniSIM 8.3 83.8 6.4 51.3 29.7%
Nanyang Technological University 8.1 84.7 6.7 52.1 20.9%
National University of Singapore 7.9 79.8 6.3 51.3 25.4%
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
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Customer Complaints
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Why no complaint SMU UniSIM NTU NUS
1. No Reason 94.7% 94.2% 89.9% 93.5%
2. Too Difficult 1.2% 1.7% 4.9% 2.0%
3. No point complaining 1.6% 1.7% 1.6% 0.4%
4. Others 2.4% 2.5% 3.6% 4.1%
Description SMU UniSIM NTU NUS
Complaint Rate 2007 2.7% NM 4.3% 8.4%
Complaint Rate 2008 1.6% 3.2% 1.2% 2.0%
True Non-Complaint Rate 93.2% 91.2% 88.8% 91.6%
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
Based on the CSISG model, incidences of complaints are negatively 
correlated with customer satisfaction
In 2008, 1.6% of respondents for SMU indicated that they complained to 
the university in the last 3 months
True non-complaint rate is the proportion of respondents who did not 
complain because they had no reason to.
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Customer Complaints vs Loyalty 
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The scatterplot on the left shows the performance of 
the companies measured in the customer complaints-
loyalty space.
Any competitors or benchmarked companies which 
are significantly different from SMU on the horizontal 
dimension are identified by a green (higher) or red 
(lower) diamond to the right or left of the point. 
Similarly, companies which are significantly different 
along the vertical axis are identified by a green or red 
diamond above or below the point.
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Entities
Customer 
Complaints Loyalty
SG Average 3.4 73.7
Sub-sector 1.7 75.0
The Ritz Carlton 0.7 79.2
All Commercial Schools 1.8 76.0
Singapore Management University 1.6 76.9
UniSIM 3.2 75.7
Nanyang Technological University 1.2 76.7
National University of Singapore 2.0 71.3
McDonalds 3.8 70.4
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Entities
Complaint 
Handling 
Rating
Number of 
complaints
Singapore Management University 4.5 4
UniSIM 5.0 8
Nanyang Technological University 5.3 3
National University of Singapore 5.0 5
Caveat: Sample sizes may be too small to be used for comparison. 
Customer 
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Perceived
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At national level, 63% of the respondents who rated 1 for 
level of satisfaction did not file a complaint
33
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Q Perceived Quality
V Perceived Value
E Customer Expectations
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Predictive Analysis
36
The bar chart on the left demonstrates the impact of 
raising each satisfaction driver, namely customer 
expectations, perceived overall quality and perceived 
value. 
A 5-point increase in customer expectations 
(represented by the blue bars) will allow your 
company to increase its price by 1.32% without 
losing its existing customers. Similarly, a 5-point 
increase in perceived overall quality (represented by 
the grey bars) will raise overall satisfaction level by 
3.04 points. Hence, changing any one driver of 
satisfaction wil l simultaneously change the 
dimensions as listed in the chart. 
As illustrated in the previous diagram and this chart 
on the left, raising Perceived Overall Quality has the 
highest impact on customer satisfaction for your 
company. 
5 point increase in Perceived Value
5 point increase in Overall Quality
5 point increase in Expectations
SMU
−1 0 1 2 3
2.69
3.04
1.68
−0.91
−1.02
−0.57
2.14
2.42
1.33
1.91
2.16
1.19
1.32
1.49
0.82
Impact on
Satisfaction
Impact on
Complaints
Impact on
Loyalty
Impact on
Retention
Impact on
Price Tolerance
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CSISG Structural Model
Customer 
Expectations
Perceived
Overall
Quality
Perceived 
Value
Customer 
Satisfaction
CSISG
Customer 
Complaints
Customer 
Loyalty
Q01 Overall
Q02 Customisation
Q03 Reliability
Q04 Overall
Q05 Customisation
Q06 Reliability
Q09 Price / Quality
Q10 Quality / Price
Q11 Overall
Q12 Met Expectations
Q13 Similarity to Ideal
Q14 Complaint Behaviour
Q15 Repurchase Intention
Q16 Price Tolerance
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CSISG Questionnaire for Universities Sub-sector
READ: Please think back to before you attended classes at (INSERT NAME) 
and remember your expectations of overall quality, specific needs/
requirements and possible problems about that particular (INSERT 
SUB-SECTOR NAME). 
Q1. Before you attended classes at (INSERT NAME), what were your 
expectations on the overall quality of the (INSERT SUB-SECTOR 
NAME)? Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means your 
expectations were “not very high” and “10” means your expectations 
were “very high”.
Q2. Before you attended classes at (INSERT NAME), how well did you 
expect (INSERT NAME) to meet your personal requirements such as 
lecturers and administrative staff, tutorial rooms, lecture theaters, 
quality of hostels, location and facilities? Please use a scale of 1 to 
10 where “1” now means “not very well” and “10” means “very 
well”.
Q3. Before you attended classes at (INSERT NAME), how often did you 
expect that things could go wrong at (INSERT NAME) such as 
lecturers and administrative staff, tutorial rooms, lecture theaters, 
quality of hostels, location and facilities? Please use a scale of 1 to 
10 where “1” now means “very often” and “10” means “not very 
often”.
READ: Now, please think about your actual experiences with (INSERT 
NAME) in the last 3 months.
 
Q4. On a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means “not very high” and “10” 
means “very high,” how would you rate the overall quality of 
(INSERT NAME)?
Q5. Now, thinking about your personal requirements from a university, 
such as  lecturers and administrative staff, tutorial rooms, lecture 
theaters, quality of hostels, location and facilities, please tell me on 
a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” now means “not very well” and “10” 
means “very well,” how well (INSERT NAME) has actually met your 
personal requirements?
Q6. Now, think about how often things go wrong at a university, regarding 
such things as lecturers and administrative staff, tutorial rooms, 
lecture theaters, quality of hostels, location and facilities, please tell 
me on a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means “very often” and “10” 
means “not very often,” how often have things gone wrong at 
(INSERT NAME)?
READ: Now I want you to consider the value of (INSERT NAME) such as 
both fees/charges AND quality or quality AND fees/charges.
Q9. Given the quality offered by (INSERT NAME), how would you rate the 
prices that you paid?  Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means 
“very poor price” and “10” means “very good price” for the quality 
you get.
Q10. Given the prices you paid at (INSERT NAME), how would you rate 
the quality offered?  Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means 
“very poor quality” and “10” means “very good quality” for the 
prices you paid. 
Q11. Now, considering all your experiences to date with (INSERT NAME), 
on a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means “very dissatisfied” and “10” 
means “very satisfied,” how satisfied are you with (INSERT NAME)? 
Q12. Considering all the expectations that we have discussed, on a scale 
of 1 to 10 where “1” now means “falls short of your expectations” 
and “10” means “exceeds your expectations,” to what extent has 
(INSERT NAME) met your expectations? 
Q13. Now, please imagine an ideal UNIVERSITY. On a scale of 1 to 10 
where “1” means “not very close to the ideal” and “10” means “very 
close to the ideal”, how well does (INSERT NAME) compare with 
your ideal UNIVERSITY?
40
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Q14. Moving on…have you complained to (INSERT NAME) within the past 
3 months?
 [IF Q14 = YES, ASK Q14A to Q14C, otherwise go to Q14D]
Q14A. On a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means “handled very poorly” and 
“10” means “handled very well”, how would you rate the handling of 
your complaint?
NOTE: If respondent is unsure how to answer Q14A because he/she is 
waiting for a response from the (INSERT NAME), ask respondent to 
rate the complaint handling based on their experience to-date.
Q14B. Has there been any response or follow-up action taken by the 
company since your complaint?
Q14C. Were you expecting any response or follow-up action by (INSERT 
NAME)?
 [IF Q14 = NO, continue, otherwise go to Q15]
Q14D. Was it because,
(1) There was no reason to (ie. you were satisfied with the products 
and services you received)
(2) You felt that it was too difficult to lodge a complaint, or
(3) You felt that there was no point complaining.
Q15. The next time you are choosing a UNIVERSITY, on a scale of 1 to 10 
where “1” means “very unlikely” and “10” means “very likely”, how 
likely is it that it will be (INSERT NAME) again?
 
[IF Q15 = 6 - 10, ASK Q16; OTHERWISE GO TO Q17]
READ: Now, imagine that (INSERT NAME) raises its prices.
Q16. If other similar universities remain at the same prices, how much can 
(INSERT NAME) raise its prices before you definitely would not 
choose (INSERT NAME) the next time?  Please provide your answer 
up to 25%.
[IF Q15 = 1 – 5, ask q17; otherwise go to q18]
READ: Now, imagine that (INSERT NAME) lowers its prices.
Q17. If other similar universities remain at the same prices, how much 
must (INSERT NAME) lower its prices before you would definitely 
choose (INSERT NAME) the next time?  Please provide your answer 
up to 25%.
Q18. Now, please consider all your experiences to date with (INSERT 
NAME).
 
On a scale of 1 to 10 where “1” means “very unlikely” and “10” 
means “very likely”, how likely would you recommend (INSERT 
NAME).
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